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W RICHARD HERBON 
¥ 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

301 WEST FRANKLIN STREET 

ELKHART, INDIANA 46514 

Au'YviRit 2, Vilii 

REGION; 

tCLeRHCNE 23A-ISI6 . 
AREA COCE S 0 

P 
Y 

Thornburg, MoGill, 
Cartiy & l'utr?.y 

Attorneys at bavr 
305 First National Bank 3lclg. 
rikhart, IniJiana 46514 

Attention; Mr« John n. J^arman 

In Re: v;laeiuan S RuwfeJt - Elkhart O^noral Koc^Tit.il 

Dear John: 

Thank you for your letter of July 30, 197C, advoeat 
tho position that iJinco is an independent contractor, disposi 
of waste products of ilKhart General hospital, relieves tlkh;^ 
General Eospital of any responsibility to iry clients. I raust 
disagree with your position, and would refer you to the findi 
of the following cases: Scott Construction Cor.pany vs. Cobb 
(Ind, 1928) 159 NK 736j StSwart va. huft Uhd. 193S) 14 Nb ib 
Denneau vs. Indiana 4 Kicnrpan KlectfXc Coinpany (Inu. 1S71) 2 ^ rrndTtflVe) 343 W£. 2d 

\u-y 
uj 
rt 

Hale vs.' 
Shannon vs. 

dy Coal COTnpany , 
"Missouri Valley Linestone Company (1963) 122 liVf 2 

32 2; 
77 
3Io; 

d 27S. 

1 believe you will find tnat these cases state that or.c 
who employs an independent contractor to do work is liable for the 
acts of such contractor where the work will create a nuisance. 
I believe that under the circumstances in this case, the nosyital 
was disposing of dangerous haaardous waste, was familiar with . . 
whare'it was, being dumped,' and cQaBoqu^jutly is reopens ibis, 

ElVJhart" General Uospital will be considered ; 
defendant in this case, and jointly liable with all other persens, 
in causing or maintaining the nuisance in question. 

If you would like to discuss this matter further, will 
you please call mc. 

Thank you for your oonsideration. 

Very, ts 

WRH/plg 
OCT Herman Rumfclt 

Warren h'iaeman 

W, P.ichard Herron 




